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Art Unit: 1734 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 24-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The term "said drying device" lacks proper antecedent basis. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 
patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that 
the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any 
inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a 
later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 
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35 U.S.C. 1 03(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim 24-27 and 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Cuellar. 

Cuellar teaches the design of a coating apparatus comprised of a device 
for mixing components of the coating material (elements 90, 75); an enclosure 12 
for providing a protected environment during application of coating to the 
substrate; an application device (element 24) for applying coating to the 
substrate such that it flows over the surfaces of the substrate; a pump for 
supplying the coating material to the application device (see column 7 lines 33- 
36); and an atmosphere controller, including doors 28, which regulate the 
atmosphere within the enclosure by substantially preventing introduction of air 
from outside into the chamber. The functional recitation in claim 24 that the 
angle and velocity at which the adhesion promoter application device applies the 
mixture to the substrate is regulated has not been given patentable weight 
because it is narrative in form. In order to be given patentable weight, a 
functional recitation must be expressed as a "means" for performing the specified 
function, as set forth in 35 USC 112, sixth paragraph, and must be supported by 
recitation in the claim of sufficient structure to warrant the presence of the 
presence of the functional recitation. In re Fuller, 1929 CD. 172; 388 O.G. 279. 
In any event, Cuellar teaches regulating the angle at which the adhesion 
promoter application device applies the mixture to the one or more thermoplastic 
polyolefin elements (see column 5 lines 28-48). Further, it has been held that 
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the functional "whereby" statement such as the recitation in claim 24 that 
"whereby said adhesion promoter application device operates to minimize 
agitation of said mixture during application thereof to said thermoplastic 
polyolefin elements, thereby reducing or eliminating defects in a dried layer of 
adhesion promoter that remains on said thermoplastic polyolefin elements after 
said thermoplastic polyolefin elements pass through said drying device" does not 
define any structure and accordingly can not serve to distinguish. See In re 
Mason, 114 USPQ 127, 44 CCPA 937 (1957). Further, the Cuellar apparatus is 
capable of the intended end use of applying a mixture of an adhesion promoter 
and deionized water. Note it has been held that a recitation with respect to the 
manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not 
differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus satisfying the 
claimed structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). 
"[Apparatus claims cover what a device is, not what a device does." Hewlett- 
Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 
1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990). With respect to claim 37, Cuellar et al teaches a transport 
device, conveyor system 26, for passing substrates through the enclosure so the 
coating is delivered onto the substrates. With respect to claim 38, Cuellar et al 
teaches the application device comprises at least one nozzle. With respect to 
claim 39, Cuellar et al teaches that flow rate of coating to and through the nozzle 
can be regulated (see column 6 lines 24-28). With respect to claim 25-27, 
Cuellar et al teaches a storage device, element 30, for receiving and storing a 
supply of coating. Cuellar et al teaches the recirculation system includes pump 
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74 which recirculates the mixture to the storage tank by withdrawal therefrom 
Cuellar et al teaches the mixture is recirculated through a filter 72. 

Claim 24-27 and 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cuellar in view of Boyer. 

Cuellar teaches the design of a coating apparatus comprised of a device 
for mixing components of the coating material (elements 90, 75); an enclosure 12 
for providing a protected environment during application of coating to the 
substrate; an application device (element 24) for applying coating to the 
substrate such that it flows over the surfaces of the substrate; a pump for 
supplying the coating material to the application device (see column 7 lines 33- 
36); and an atmosphere controller, including doors 28, which regulate the 
atmosphere within the enclosure by substantially preventing introduction of air 
from outside into the chamber. The functional recitation in claim 24 that the 
angle and velocity at which the adhesion promoter application device applies the 
mixture to the substrate is regulated has not been given patentable weight 
because it is narrative in form. In order to be given patentable weight, a 
functional recitation must be expressed as a "means" for performing the specified 
function, as set forth in 35 USC 112, sixth paragraph, and must be supported by 
recitation in the claim of sufficient structure to warrant the presence of the 
presence of the functional recitation. In re Fuller, 1929 CD. 172; 388 O.G. 279. 
In any event, Cuellar teaches at least the angle at which the adhesion promoter 
application device applies the mixture to the one or more thermoplastic polyolefin 
elements is regulated (see column 5 lines 28-48). Further, although Cuellar fails 
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to teach the velocity at which the adhesion promoter application device applies 
the mixture to the one or more thermoplastic polyolefin elements is regulated, 
Boyer teaches the design of an atomizing nozzle having means to regulate the 
velocity of the material distributed therefrom. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to modify the Cueller apparatus by providing its atomizing nozzles with 
individual adjustable spray hoods and a variety of spray hoods of different 
configurations so to enable one to regulate the velocity of the coating material 
applied such as disclosed by Boyer for the taught advantage of enabling mixing 
of components of the sprayed therefrom. Note it has been held that the 
functional "whereby" statement such as the recitation in claim 24 that "whereby 
said adhesion promoter application device operates to minimize agitation of said 
mixture during application thereof to said thermoplastic polyolefin elements, 
thereby reducing or eliminating defects in a dried layer of adhesion promoter that 
remains on said thermoplastic polyolefin elements after said thermoplastic 
polyolefin elements pass through said drying device" does not define any 
structure and accordingly can not serve to distinguish. In re Mason, 1 14 USPQ 
127, 44 CCPA 937 (1957). Further, the Cuellar apparatus is capable of the 
intended end use of applying a mixture of an adhesion promoter and deionized 
water. Note it has been held that a recitation with respect to the manner in which 
a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the 
claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus satisfying the claimed structural 
limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). "[Apparatus claims 
cover what a device is, not what a device does." Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch 
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& Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 
With respect to claim 37, Cuellar et al teaches a transport device, conveyor 
system 26, for passing substrates through the enclosure so the coating is 
delivered onto the substrates. With respect to claim 38, Cuellar et al teaches the 
application device comprises at least one nozzle. With respect to claim 39, 
Cuellar et al teaches that flow rate of coating to and through the nozzle can be 
regulated (see column 6 lines 24-28). With respect to claim 25-27, Cuellar et al 
teaches a storage device, element 30, for receiving and storing a supply of 
coating. Cuellar et al teaches the recirculation system includes pump 74 which 
recirculates the mixture to the storage tank by withdrawal therefrom Cuellar et al 
teaches the mixture is recirculated through a filter 72 

Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cuellar et al in view of Bartow. 

Cuellar et al is applied for the reasons noted above. Cuellar et al fails to 
teach a heat exchanger for adjusting temperature of the mixture prior to 
application to the substrate. However, it would have been obvious to modify the 
Cuellar apparatus by arranging a heat exchanger to adjust temperature of the 
mixture prior to its application to the substrate since Bartow teaches arranging 
heat exchangers to maintain temperature and thereby viscosity of the coating 
prior to distributing coating to paint booth for application of coating onto the 
substrate for the obvious advantage of greater control of the coating process as a 
result of greater control of coating viscosity. 
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Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cuellar et al in view of Boyer and in further view of Bartow. 

Cuellar et al and Boyer are applied for the reasons noted above. Cuellar 
et al fails to teach a heat exchanger for adjusting temperature of the mixture prior 
to application to the substrate. However, it would have been obvious to modify 
the Cuellar apparatus by arranging a heat exchanger to adjust temperature of the 
mixture prior to its application to the substrate since Bartow teaches arranging 
heat exchangers to maintain temperature and thereby viscosity of the coating 
prior to distributing coating to paint booth for application of coating onto the 
substrate for the obvious advantage of greater control of the coating process as a 
result of greater control of coating viscosity. 

Claims 44-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cuellar et al in view of Johnson 3,559,619. 

Cuellar et al is applied for the reasons noted above. Cuellar et al fails to 
teach a heat exchanger for adjusting temperature of the mixture prior to 
application to the substrate. However, it would have been obvious to modify the 
Cuellar apparatus by arranging a heat exchanger to adjust temperature of the 
mixture prior to its application to the substrate since Johnson teaches arranging 
heat exchangers along with an upstream filter to maintain temperature and 
thereby viscosity of the coating prior to distributing coating to application for 
application of coating onto the substrate for the obvious advantage of greater 
control of the coating viscosity. Further with respect to claims 46-47 Johnson 
teaches at column 3 lines 38-49 that water is supplied via pump 40 to the heat 
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exchanger to control temperature thereby viscosity of the coating to the 
applicator. Johnson teaches that the supplied water is hot but obvious to use 
chilled water dependent on desired coating temperature/viscosity. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious given the modifications of the Cuellar et al apparatus 
as discussed above with Johnson heat exchanger to supply hot or chilled water 
from respectively a boiler or chiller dependent on desired degree of viscosity of 
the coating material applied. 

Claims 44-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cuellar et al in view of Boyer and in further view of Johnson 3,559,61 9. 

Cuellar et al and Boyer are applied for the reasons noted above. Cuellar 
et al fails to teach a heat exchanger for adjusting temperature of the mixture prior 
to application to the substrate. However, it would have been obvious to modify 
the Cuellar apparatus by arranging a heat exchanger to adjust temperature of the 
mixture prior to its application to the substrate since Johnson teaches arranging 
heat exchangers along with an upstream filter to maintain temperature and 
thereby viscosity of the coating prior to distributing coating to application for 
application of coating onto the substrate for the obvious advantage of greater 
control of the coating viscosity. Further with respect to claims 46-47 Johnson 
teaches at column 3 lines 38-49 that water is supplied via pump 40 to the heat 
exchanger to control temperature thereby viscosity of the coating to the 
applicator. Johnson teaches that the supplied water is hot but obvious to use 
chilled water dependent on desired coating temperature/viscosity. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious given the modifications of the Cuellar et al apparatus 
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as discussed above with Johnson heat exchanger to supply hot or chilled water 
from respectively a boiler or chiller dependent on desired degree of viscosity of 
the coating material applied. 

Claims 50-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cuellar et al in view of Bradshaw. 

Cuellar et al fails to teach a chiller to supply chilled water or a boiler to 
supply heated water to the atmosphere controller. However, Bradshaw teaches 
a system for adjusting air temperature/ humidity supplied to a paint spray booth 
using warmed or chilled water which is supplied to a heat exchanger which is 
part of an atmosphere controller for a paint spray booth (see column 10 lines 9- 
65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the Cuellar et al apparatus 
by providing an additional means for controlling atmosphere of the paint spray 
booth such as one taught by Bradshaw using warmed or chilled water which is 
supplied to a heat exchanger which is part of an atmosphere controller for a paint 
enclosure for the obvious advantage of greater control of the coating process. 

Claims 50-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cuellar et al in view of Boyer and in further view of Bradshaw. 

Cuellar et al and Boyer each fail to teach a chiller to supply chilled water 
or a boiler to supply heated water to the atmosphere controller. However, 
Bradshaw teaches a system for adjusting air temperature/ humidity supplied to a 
paint spray booth using warmed or chilled water which is supplied to a heat 
exchanger which is part of an atmosphere controller for a paint spray booth (see 
column 10 lines 9-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the 
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Cuellar et al apparatus by providing an additional means for controlling 
atmosphere of the paint spray booth such as one taught by Bradshaw using 
warmed or chilled water which is supplied to a heat exchanger which is part of an 
atmosphere controller for a paint enclosure for the obvious advantage of greater 
control of the coating process. 

Claims 1,3-11, 14. 17, 20, 24-26, 28-30, 33, 34, 37-44 and 48 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et al in view 
Ogisu et al. 

Kato et al teaches an enclosed system for improving adhesion between 
thermoplastic elements and surface coating comprising the following elements: 
an adhesion promoter, ozone, mixed with an aqueous solution or an aqueous 
ozone solution; a storage device 19 for receiving and storing a supply of the 
above cited mixture; an enclosure for providing a protected environment for 
applying the mixture to thermoplastic elements; cleaning device 1 1 for removing 
contaminants from thermoplastic elements prior to applying the mixture; an 
adhesion promoter application device positioned within the enclosure for applying 
the mixture to thermoplastic elements; a pump for supplying the mixture to the 
application device; and atmosphere controller, heater 21, which obviously 
indirectly regulates temperature within the enclosure; drying device 29 for drying 
the mixture after applying the mixture to thermoplastic elements; and transport 
device 9 for transporting thermoplastic elements through the system. Kato et al 
fails to teach a mixing device for mixing or a device for creating a mixture of an 
adhesion promoter, ozone, and water to form a mixture. However, it would have 
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obvious to modify the Kato et al system which applies a mixture, aqueous ozone 
solution, to include a mixing device such as taught by Ogisu et al since Ogisu et 
al teaches creating the aqueous ozone solution by mixing ozone and water using 
a mixing device to enable one to dissolve the ozone gas in the water (see Ogisu 
et al at column 17 lines 16-27). Further, Kato et al teaches that the spray patterns 
may overlap which would infer to one skilled in the art that overlap of the spray 
patterns is not required. No overlap or only limited partial overlap of the Kato et al 
spray patterns from his spray nozzles obviously results in less agitation of the 
mixture due to turbulence from total overlapping spray patterns thereby resulting 
in the taught uniform treatment of the surfaces of the recited molded product. 
Note whether the Kato et al molded products pass through the drying device with 
a dried layer of adhesion promoter depends on the method of operation of the 
rinsing chamber and surfacing conditioning chamber. "[Apparatus claims cover 
what a device is, not what a device does." Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & 
Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Thus 
claims 1 and 24, 29, 33 and 37 over obvious over the above cited references. 
With respect to claims 3 and 38, Kato et al teaches the application device 
includes at least one nozzle (elements 111-115 and 121-125). With respect to 
claims 5-6, 25, 40 and 42, Kato et al shows in Figures 3 and 5 a supply conduit 
or supply device, not numbered, mounted so as to be integral with the at least 
one nozzle for supplying the distinct lines of nozzles and the supply device is 
located in the enclosure. The functional recitation in claims 4, 7, 39 and 43 that 
the flow rate of the mixture through the nozzle is regulated has not been given 
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patentable weight because it is narrative in form. In order to be given patentable 
weight, a functional recitation must be expressed as a "means" for performing the 
specified function, as set forth in 35 USC 1 12, sixth paragraph, and must be 
supported by recitation in the claim of sufficient structure to warrant the presence 
of the presence of the functional recitation. In re Fuller, 1929 CD. 172; 388 O.G. 
279. With respect to claims 10 and 44, Kato et al teaches a heat exchanger 21 
for adjusting the temperature of the mixture prior to its application to the 
thermoplastic elements. With respect to claims 26 and 1 1 , Kato et al teaches the 
system includes a re-circulation pump 20 for re-circulating the mixture through 
the storage device. With respect to claims 14 and 30, Kato et al shows the 
enclosure also houses the cleaning device and the cleaning devices is arranged 
prior to the application device with respect to the path of travel of the 
thermoplastic elements. With respect to claims 17 and 34, Kato et al shows that 
the drying device 29 is connected to the enclosure for providing the protected 
environment to apply the mixture to the thermoplastic elements via conveyor 9 
which transports the thermoplastic elements from the above cited enclosure to 
the drying device 29. With respect to claims 28, 41 and 8-9, Kato et al fails to 
teach to teach a tank for receiving an amount of a mixture from storage device 19 
and transferring at least a portion thereof to the supply device for the applicator 
via gravity. However, Ogisu et al shows in his Figures transferring via gravity 
from a tank to the applicator. Therefore, it would have been obvious given the 
modifications of the Kato et al as discussed above to provide a tank to receive an 
amount of a mixture from storage device 19 and transfer at least a portion thereof 
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to the supply device for the applicator via gravity since Ogisu et al teaches 
transferring via gravity from a tank to the applicator via gravity for the obvious 
advantage of simplicity of using gravity as motive force for transferring fluid and 
for obvious advantage of providing an additional storage between the storage 
device and application device - extra supply of fluid for fluctuations in demand. 
With respect to claims 20 and 48, Kato et al teaches a mixing device which 
includes valve 28 for regulating the mixture of the adhesion promoter with water. 

Claims 12-13, 27 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kato et al in view of Ogisu et al and Mashima. 

Kato et al and Ogisu et al is applied for the reasons noted above but fails 
to teach the mixture is re-circulated through the filter. However, it would been 
obvious given the modifications of the Kato et al as discussed above to arrange a 
filter at position within the scope of claims 12-13, 27 and 45 since Mashima 
teaches arranging a filter within a re-circulation path of object treating process for 
obvious reason to remove contaminants from coating. 

Claims 15-16, 18-19, 31-32 and 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et al in view of Ogisu et al and Ankrett. 

Kato et al and Ogisu et al is applied for the reasons noted above but each 
fails to teach the use of a partial seal between the cited sections of the enclosure 
set forth in claims 15, 16, 18, 19, 31, 32 and 35-36. Ankrett teaches providing a 
partial air seal in association with the treatment chamber. However, it would 
been obvious given the modifications of the Kato et al as discussed above to 
arrange a partial seal such as taught by Ankrett between the cited sections of the 



Application/Control Number: 10/675,183 Page 
Art Unit: 1734 

enclosure set forth in claims 1 5, 1 6, 1 8, 1 9, 31 , 32 and 35-36 for the obvious 
reason to minimize cross-contamination between chambers. 

Claims 22, 23, 46, 47, and 50-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kato et al in view Ogisu et al and Bradshaw. 

Kato et al and Ogisu et al is applied for the reasons noted above but each 
fails to teach the system includes a chiller for supplying chilled water to the 
atmosphere controller and the heat exchanger and a boiler for supplying heated 
water to the atmosphere controller and the heat exchanger. Bradshaw teaches a 
system for treating objects includes an enclosure for treating objects therein. 
Bradshaw teaches supplying to the heat exchanger chilled brine or water, 
obviously from a chiller to chill the water, and heated brine or water, obviously 
from a boiler to the heat the water. Therefore, it would have been obvious given 
the modifications of the Kato et al to provide an atmosphere controller which 
includes a such as taught by Bradshaw which is separate from the heater 
exchanger 21 for the taught advantage of enabling one to heat or cool the 
treatment enclosure regardless of the temperature of the outside weather. 
Further, it would have been obvious given the modified Kato et al system with the 
chiller and boiler to supply the chilled water and heated water also to Kato et al 
heat exchanger 21 since Bradshaw teaches his heat exchanger includes a 
source for chilled water and heated water for the taught advantage of precise 
temperature control of the medium flowing through the heat exchanger. 

Claims 21 and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kato et al in view of Ogisu et al and Browning. 
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Kato et al and Ogisu et al is applied for the reasons noted above but each 
fails to teach the system includes a surface tension meter is adapted to analyze a 
wet sample of the mixture. However, Browning teaches the surface tension of 
the coating composition is controlled by controlling the viscosity of the coating 
composition (at column 7 lines 31-34). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
given the modification of the Kato et al as discussed above to control surface 
tension using a viscosity controller such as taught by Browning and provide 
communication of the Browning viscosity controller which meters or controls 
viscosity with the metering device or Kato et al valve for providing regulation of 
the amount of adhesion promoter added to the water which is based on the 
analysis. Note the above references fail to explicitly state that the water is de- 
ionized but obvious to do so by reducing contamination of the adhesion 
promoter-water mixture by utilizing de-ionized water. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kato et al in view of Ogisu et al and Kawano et al 6,262,160. 

Kato et al and Ogisu et al are applied for the reasons noted above. Kato 
et al fails to teach the adhesion promoter has a composition, which is within the 
scope of claim. However, it would have been obvious given the modification of 
the Kato et al system as discussed to use an adhesion promoter such as taught 
by Kawano et al for the taught advantage of the Kawano et al adhesion promoter 
- improved adhesion of coating to the substrate. 

Applicant's arguments filed 6/13/2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 
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Applicant's argument that Cuellar fails to teach an adhesion promoter or a 
adhesion promoter/de-ionized water mixture is found to be non-persuasive. As 
discussed above, the Cuellar apparatus is capable of the intended end use of 
applying a mixture of an adhesion promoter and deionized water since it teaches 
every positively claimed element of the apparatus. Note it has been held that a 
recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to 
be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art 
apparatus satisfying the claimed structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 
USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). "[Apparatus claims cover what a device is, not what a 
device does." Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 1464, 
1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

Applicant's argument that Kato et al fails to teach an adhesion 
promoter/de-ionized water mixture is found to be non-persuasive. Kato et al 
teaches apparatus is comprised of ozone which reads on the claimed adhesion 
promoter in that it is used to modify the surface characteristics of the polyolefin 
resin molded products such that coating more firmly adheres to the surface of the 
recited molded products. Kato et al ozone dissolving tank is capable of mixing 
the claimed adhesion promoter, ozone, with an aqueous solution such as 
deionized water if desired. Note it has been held that a recitation with respect to 
the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not 
differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus satisfying the 
claimed structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). 
"[Apparatus claims cover what a device is, not what a device does." Hewlett- 
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Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 
1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

Applicant's argument that Kato et al fails to teach the apparatus minimizes 
agitation of the mixture during application is found to be non-persuasive. Kato et 
al teaches that the spray patterns may overlap which would infer to one skilled in 
the art that overlap of the spray patterns is not required. No overlap or limited 
partial overlap of the Kato et al spray patterns from his spray nozzles obviously 
results in less agitation of the mixture due to turbulence from total overlapping 
spray patterns thereby forming the molded products uniformly contacted and 
thereby coated with the adhesion promoter. Note whether the Kato et al molded 
products pass through the drying device with a dried layer of adhesion promoter 
depends on the method of operation of the rinsing chamber and surfacing 
conditioning chamber with applicant's system/apparatus claims open with the 
term "comprising" with additional treatment steps such as a rinsing chamber and 
surfacing conditioning chamber. "[Apparatus claims cover what a device is, not 
what a device does." Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 
1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
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filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Brenda Lamb whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-1231 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday and 
Wednesday thru Friday with alternate Tuesdays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Chris Fiorilla can be reached on (571) 272-1 187. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 



free). 




